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*COs = Community Outcomes 
 
 
Objective  Data source  Method(s) Objective One  Academic and government literature   Literature review and analysis of the important features of the GPI that make it adaptable and effective for measuring progress/wellbeing at the local government level. Review documents on the COs* process using academic literature and government documents. Analyse possible linkages between the GPI and the COs process. Objective Two  Academic literature    NZ local government case study analysis 
Use published sources to identify the key theoretical concepts of what a ‘good practice’ framework for public participation might be. 1. Meta‐analysis of Burke’s (2004) nine local government case studies to identify aspects of good practice public participation in local government. 2. Semi‐structured, key‐informant interviews with six council officers and six community members to establish a picture of local government public participation practice.  Objective Three  Wellington Region GPI (WRGPI) case study   1. Observational study of the development of the WRGPI. Observations are based upon regular meetings with council officers and participation in events related to the development of the WRGPI 2. Analysis of council policy papers and publications to develop an overview of public participation, the COs process and the development of the WRGPI.  3. Undertake a Treaty of Waitangi analysis based upon the WRGPI context (including consulting local tangata whenua).  4. Semi‐structured, key‐informant interviews with council officers and regional councillors to develop the WRGPI context and to outline important considerations for public participation in the WRGPI.   




















































































1. Any expenditure is a contribution to the GDP because it is not value 
selective 
2. The GDP does not include external (or informal) costs and benefits 
3. Changes to natural stocks are not taken into account 
4. The GDP does not address equity issues (such as equity of income).   Given these strong and well‐accepted critiques of the GDP, the question remains: what are the alternatives to the GDP in measuring well‐being or ‘progress’, and do they present a better picture of such progress?  
Evolution of alternative indicators To adequately address this question, we need to take into account the broader picture of indicator development, which can be grouped into seven indicator iterations (Hodge, 1997:6): 1. Economic (since the 1950s) 2. Social (since the 1960s)  3. Quality of life (since the 1960s) 4. Environment and natural resources (since the 1970s)  5. Health information systems (since the 1970s) 6. Healthy communities (since the 1980s); and  7. Sustainable development (since the 1990s).  In ‘measuring change’, each of these movements is underpinned by and pointed toward the concepts of progress and development. In many ways these concepts represent the ideals of the ‘Western world’: amongst other things, they give reason to the forces of globalisation, the activities of governments and the everyday lifestyles of individuals. The New Oxford Dictionary (1999) defines ‘progress’ as “advance or development towards a better, more complete, or more modern condition”; and to ‘develop’ means to “become more economically and socially advanced”. Implicit in these definitions is that they are processes to get society to a desired state, but they do not define that state. Tagove (cited in de Rivero, 2001:112) asks, 















Source: Parris & Kates, 2003:13.3  Sustainable development has increasingly become a core concept in policy and decision‐making. From the United Nations Earth Summit in Rio in 1992, Agenda 21 emerged as a ‘soft’ international agreement, arguing that (in 















                                                 
2 Strong sustainability is based upon the premise that some forms of capital (particularly natural capital) are non‐substitutable for others (i.e. natural capital cannot be adequately replaced by technical or social capital). Weak sustainability does allow for such substitution. 






















                                                 
3 Full-cost accounting is an accounting procedure that considers the costs and advantages of an item 
beyond that of a conventional economic cost-benefit analysis by incorporating environmental, social, 
economic and cultural non-market variables.  
4 A good example of an integrative indicator is ‘commuter transport by mode’ because it provides 
insight into the social (who is using different modes of transport), economic (who can afford different 
modes of transport) and environmental (is the choice of dominant transport modes impacting on 
environmental quality?) aspects of an issue.  


































































































Source: Bell & Morse, 2008:105  This conceptual shift from reductionist to more holistic thinking reflects post‐normal science, which recognises that many of the issues that governments deal with are “wicked problems” – unsolvable by the government alone (Funtowicz & Ravetz, 1993). Coupled with the shift to 

















































































































Source: Bell & Morse, 2008:164-5  The success or failure of a public participation5 initiative depends to a large extent on how the plurality of perspectives (or social difference) are brought together and facilitated. A number of frameworks have been developed that outline the different ways in which the public can be engaged. These include Arnstein’s ladder of citizen partcipation (1969), Keen et al.’s types of 
participation (2005) and the International Association for Public Participation’s (IAP2, 2007) spectrum of participation (see Figure 4). According to the IAP2 spectrum, the different levels of public participation are ‘inform, consult, involve, collaborate and empower’.   
                                                 
5 ‘Public participation’ and ‘community engagement’ can be used inter-
changeably; however, for the purposes of continuity with both the LGA 2002 
and the bulk of the literature this research primarily uses ‘public participation’. 
Figure 3: From a single view of sustainability to multiple 
views of sustainability  








































































Source: Brown et al. 2005:254 






Source: Senge et al., 2008:174  Fischer provides an example of how the lower levels often go unnoticed when he asks (1995:7): “How could the United States spend $30 billion a 
  Figure 6: Ways of Explaining Reality 






















































































or verbally), analysis of attendance, and a process of critical reflection where participants reflect on their experiences through open‐ended questions.  Rowe et al. (2008) have developed and applied a normative framework for evaluation. While they found that the appropriateness of the criteria vary according to the context, overall they provide a useful set of assessment criteria. The nine criteria are (Rowe et al., 2008:421‐2):   Acceptance Criteria: 1. Representativeness: public participants should comprise a broadly representative sample of the population of the affected public. 2. Independence: the participation process should be conducted in an independent, unbiased way. 3. Early involvement: the public should be involved as early as possible in the process as soon as value judgments become salient. 4. Influence: the output of the procedure should have a genuine impact on policy. 5. Transparency: the process should be transparent so that the public can see what is going on and how decisions are being made. 
 Process Criteria: 6. Resource accessibility: public participants should have access to the appropriate resources to enable them to successfully fulfill their brief. 7. Task definition: the nature and scope of the participation task should be clearly defined. 8. Structured decision‐making: the participation exercise should use/provide appropriate mechanisms for structuring and displaying the decision‐making process. 9. Cost effectiveness: the procedure should in some sense be cost effective.  Evaluation is important to ensure that there is learning from the process, that concerns of participants don’t go unheard, and that improvements are made over time. Bringing together the plurality of legitimate perspectives can sometimes have an ugly side, where people’s energy becomes destructive rather than creative. In this case, instead of social learning, social conflicts and inequalities can be exacerbated. Participation fatigue is also a 













                                                 
6 Sources for case study: Carson & Hartz‐Karp (2005); Carson & Hart (2005); Hartz‐Karp (2005a, 2005b); Maginn (2007) 






































































































































































































































































The WRS establishes the GPI as a means to measure progress on the strategy 
and toward the COs of the strategy. The final pages (pages 51-52) of the WRS 
outline how progress will be measured and introduce the GPI concept at a 
very basic level. The establishment of the GPI sits somewhat strangely within 
a document which, although it is called a ‘sustainable regional growth 
strategy’, is very focused on economic growth. This issue is considered 
further in the following discussion chapter. The three primary focus areas of 
the WRS are: 





Local Authority  Interviewee  Position WRS Team  Victoria McGregor  Policy advisor Greater Wellington  Confidential  Policy advisor Greater Wellington  Paul Bruce  Councillor Greater Wellington  Peter Glensor  Councillor Kapiti Coast District Council   Cath Edmondson  Policy advisor Upper Hutt City Council  Confidential  Policy advisor 








Source: Grow Wellington, 2008:4  In order to address the wider objectives of the WRS, a small team (two full‐time staff) based at GW was established to oversee the implementation of the strategy. This team reports to the WRS Committee, which consists of seven of the region’s mayors, as well as five independent appointees representing private sector and business interests, making 12 in all. Two of these appointees have iwi affiliations from within the region. A working group, consisting of officers from each of the participating councils, was initiated in May 2008 to work with the WRS team to be the driving force 







Source: Greater Wellington, 2009c 
The WRGPI framework During the course of the research, a GPI framework was developed and its constituent indicators identified. Instead of the conventional environment, society, culture and economy headings for categorizing the indicators, the WRGPI framework uses the COs from the WRS (as shown in Figure 12). For each of the nine COs there are both headline indicators (a total of 62) and secondary indicators (a total of 40). The full set of indicators is provided in Appendix Four.  A set of criteria for the selection of indicators was developed (Greater Wellington, 2008b):  1. Reliable 2. Valid 3. Repeatable 






























































































































Deliberation +     Influence   +    Inclusion 
Reflection   +   Negotiation +    Integration   +  Participation 
      
Purpose (why) + Context + Process (how) = Outcome 
 



























was otherwise widely perceived in the interviews as a technical and bureaucratic process that the public are rarely interested in. In the WRGPI context, this question becomes: How would we know success and how would we know when we are making progress?  Influence The discussion in Chapter Five and the results from the local government case studies have highlighted the importance for public participation to have influence over the decision‐making process and the outcome at hand. For any form of community engagement to have legitimacy with participants, the level of influence needs to be clearly communicated (Fraser et al. 2006; Hartz‐Karp, 2005b). The important questions to ask are: 1. What direct influence will the process have? 2. What indirect influence will the process have? 3. What are the possible barriers to the proposed level of influence taking effect? 4. How will the process have influence?  The issue of influence delves deep into the realm of politics, which brings a degree of risk and uncertainty to how influential a public participation process might be. An effective way to address this issue is to involve politicians throughout the process, and to make sure that they are involved with the social learning process. This reduces the physical and mental distance between the public and politicians, giving both parties a chance to see each other for what they are, and brings the influential ‘into the room’. The issue of who is involved in the ‘good practice’ approach is also relevant. Inclusion (and Participation) The issue of inclusion offers one of the most challenging questions to address: who participates? It is widely accepted that public participation should be as inclusive as possible; however in reality, participation is 




































                                                 
7 http://www.electionresults.govt.nz./electionresults_2008/partystatus.html 

















































                                                 
8 This research has only focused on how the WRGPI is developed and applied; there are further 
issues that are not covered here, such as the appropriateness and technical features of the 
constituent indicators. 



























                                                 
9 Although these conclusions about the effectiveness of the WRGPI are limited by the fact that it 
has yet to be put into practice. 
























                                                 
10 Through such initiatives as providing a direct air link to South-East Asia, and doubling Wellington’s 
share of exports by 2026 (WRS, 2007). 
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“Public Participation in the community outcomes process and the development of the 
Wellington Genuine Progress Index” 
 
Introduction (10min):  
• Overview of information sheet and signing of consent form, 
• Overview of the research, including an introduction to the ‘best practice’ model 
of public participation that is being developed, 
• Any questions at this point? 
 
Interview questions (40mins) 
 
1. Representation  
Representation in local government community engagements is often sought through the 
involvement of stakeholders (or interest groups). However, stakeholders are not 
necessarily representative of socioeconomic difference in a society. A number of 
commentators argue that socioeconomic representation is necessary to ensure the 
legitimacy of public participation. 
• Is socioeconomic representation in community engagements a priority for your 
council/community? How is representation currently sought?  
 
It has been suggested that the best way to gain socioeconomic representation is by 
random selection of participants. This however can be very resource intensive and 
leaves stakeholders out of the engagement process. One case study opted instead to 
invite participants by 1/3 random selection, 1/3 open invitation and 1/3 
stakeholder.  
• Do you think that this would be the best way to ensure representation? Why 
or why not? 




In a number of case studies, collaboration (as opposed to informing or consulting) 
between the council and the community has been shown to bring considerable 
benefits to both the council (cost savings etc) and the community (increased 
ownership etc). On the other hand, there can be a number of institutional barriers to 
effective collaboration. 
• Do you think that collaboration is an approach that your 
council/community would benefit from? If so, how? 
• What structures or relationships do you think would be important to 
promote collaboration during the community outcomes process?   
• Do you think that this best practice model takes a collaborative approach? 
• Does your council plan to take a joint approach (with other local authorities) 
to developing the community outcomes? 
 
3. Method of public participation 
In the first round of community outcomes identification, most local authorities used 
community or stakeholder meetings to engage with the public. In some cases these were 




successful, in others it was reported that only the ‘usual suspects’ turned up. Another 
comment was that the process could easily get people to agree upon broad, high-level 
community outcomes, but little progress was made in deciding on how and who would 
take action toward them. The best practice model introduced above proposes the use of a 
‘21st Century Town Meeting’, which couples deliberation with computer modelling as a 
means to linking the community outcomes to policy directives. Such meetings host 200 
– 5000 participants. 
• Do you think that a large-scale and in-depth event like this is necessary for the 
community outcomes process? 
• What do you think are the key attributes of an effective public participation 
method? 
• In your opinion, what makes a public participation event successful, or 
unsuccessful?  
• What are the key considerations for your council when holding community 
engagement events? (question to council staff only) 
  
While computer modelling is effective at visualising physical outcomes (such as new 
bike paths), social outcomes can be harder to visualise.  
• Do you have ideas for how to visualise (for example, developing scenarios) 
social outcomes and their impact on policy?  
  
4. Linking the community outcomes to indicators 
Local authorities must report on progress toward community outcomes. This is 
done through the development of indicators. 
• Should indicators be developed and reviewed through a process of public 
participation?  
• Should this be done at the same time as the community outcomes process? 
Some international case studies have shown that the public more readily engages 
with non-technical indicators than technical indicators. 
• In light of this finding, what role do you think indicators should play – a 
technical/institutional role or a less technical/public role? Or both? 
 
5. Barriers to enacting ‘best practice’ public participation 
• In your opinion, what are the two foremost barriers to enacting ‘best 
practice’ public participation? 
 
6. Funding (question for council staff only) 
• How much funding has been allocated to the community outcomes process? 
• Is this enough for the sort of process that you would like to see? 
• Are other staff supportive of public participation? How do they respond to 
the allocation of funding to community engagements? (question to council 
staff only) 
 
7. Overall assessment of the ‘best practice’ model 
• What improvements could be made to the ‘best practice’ approach to public 
participation described earlier? 
 
 
Any surplus time will be used for open-ended discussion.  
 





















































Source: WRS, 2009 (http://www.wrs.govt.nz) 
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